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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
This study grew out of the experience of the ~<'ri ter in a District 
Office of the Massachusetts Society For the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Children which is a state-wide child :protective agency in an authori-
tative setting. As the :purpose of the agency is to protect children, 
the major ;function is to offer casework services to families where the 
parents have been unwilling or unable to recognize the need for help 
and do something about it and whose children are suffering from neglect, 
abuse, or other types of substandard care. 
:By agency policy these -parents are, when :practicable, given the 
opportunity to change and to provide a better standard of care for their 
children. In failing to do so, the agency has the authority by State 
c~_arter to bring said :parents and their children before the Juvenile 
Session of the District Court either for motivating purposes or to show 
cause why their children should not be placed in a different environmerit 
for their future well-being. 
The agency has a responsibility to the· conunu.ni ty to :protect children 
in families against whom a valid complaint is lodged, either through 
this helping process of offering casework services or by using its 
constituted authority by recourse to the courts, if necessary. Further 
material as to the policy purpose and setting of the agency will be 
' 
The use of authority has a dualistic quality described as con-
stituted and inherent authority which creates a basic framework and 
II 
=-4- -= 
primary dJ~ic in the casework structure and process in protective work. 
Its dualistic quality likewise implies a dualistic con-
comitant with regard to agency activity anc1 responsibility. 
The agency, first must stand ready to act in setting up a 
process of helping in a responsible manner so as to reach 
those individuals who are both able and willing to change in 
relation to the will of the community; secondly, the agency, 
in other situations must act decisively and directly in be-
half of children whose parents either fail or are unwilling 
to make required adjustments thru utilization of the resource 
of referral to the court for legal action regarding children. 1 
"The agency concern and responsibility will be fulfilled most 
effectively only when it does operate on a casework basis." 2 The frame-
work for this helping process in the M.S.P.C.C. is developed through its 
own policies and procedures in accordance with sound casework principles. 
These will appear elsewhere in this study. 
The writer in this study was especially concerned about the second 
phase of the dualistic responsibility i.e. the need to act decisively-
d which resulted in a complaint of neglect in court against the parents 
!i 
\! and in behalf of the children in a group of cases in which these children 
:! 
ll were suffering and the parents were unwilling or unable to accept or use 
1.1 
li casework help. II 
,j 
Thus the purpose of this study is to determine what effect the court 
experience had on these parents and their children, if any, and whether 
l! 
il or not the parents as a result thereof were better able to meet the needs 
II 
'· of their childrer. themselves. ii If not, ·were these children protected? 
I' II 
II ii 
•.I 
!I 
I 
I' 
1. Norma Knoll Page, Protective Service, P. 5 
2. Ibid P. 6 
, 
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This group of neglect court cases was selected because the families 
had been before the court for an unreasonable length of time either with-
out disposition or with disposition prolonged while the parents and 
children returned to the court on numerous continuances. 
Since it is a. modern protective casework technique that the neglect 
court exuerience can be used as a constructive casework tool to further 
the casework process on a higher level of authority, the writer wondered, 
were the parents able to use this court experience in a constructive, 
purposeful and meaningful way in order to better meet the needs of their 
children? What >-rere the parents real 'feelings and attitudes around the 
protective casework and neglect co1U"t situation? Were the parents able 
to use the court constructively? Were the parents able to use casework 
help: either in a personal relationship or through help with their 
d environmental problems? Were the children protected? 
I 
II 
II No attempt wa.s made to deal \•Ti th these cases' in terms of specific 
II 
ij causation, but an attempt wa.s made to develope the study in terms of three 
It 
:i 
ij phases, namely: (1) the family situation which led to the neglect court 
!1 
complaint, (2) the time element involved in working with the family 
prior to the agency initiating court action and (3) the effects that 
followed from the court experience. 
Sources of data 1rrere the case records of the F district of the 
M.S.P.C.C. Tables were prepared by the writer from the records studied. 
I 
J Court records on these families was incorporated onto the records of the 
i! 
li II agency, and dates as to court continuances etc. were taken therefrom. 
l The theories and principles concerning the protective casework process 
3 
~ ·~ were obtained ~:~h·-~~t:rat~and from ~.:ctures i::r~~~-~~"~:~~~·"="~"· ·-
4 
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Work at the Boston University School of Social Work which is listed in 
the bibliograuhy. A schedule for the development of this study appears 
in the appendix. (see page 66) 
The scope of this study covers the entire sixteen neglect court 
i; cases initiated by the N.S.P.C.C. in the F branch for the three years 
•.I 
l! 
I 
:t covering January 1, 1949 to December 31, 1951. These were the cases 
!. 
•I 
H ., 
,, 
\\ 
1: 
!I 
:\ 
which consisted of the parents and their children which were placed on 
continuance by the court following the initial court hearing. 
There were eight additiona.l neglect court cases initiated by the 
agency during the period studied which were acted upon immediately by 
the court and the purpose was accomplished without need for continued 
supervision or casework after the initial heari~g. 
One hundred and twenty-five child protective cases were active in 
the branch during this three year period. Thus the ratio in which neglect 
court action occurred was one in seventeen and eight-tenths or five and 
six-tenths per cent of the caseload. This is within realistic measure 
of the "national average of ten per' cent in 1947 11 3 and a sharp decline 
from the 11 one in five state-wide court case average in the society prior 
to the year 1947 at which time the protective casework process per se 
came into being." 4 
At the conclusion of the study nine of the cases were active and 
seven closed. The nine active cases had been dis·Gosed of in court while 
the seven active cases were still on contiuance before the court. 
li II 3. Robert M. Mulford, Lecture on Protective Case Work, Boston 
! University 1948. 
'I 4. Ibid. -=-=-4-o====·-=~o-=--===:--==cc: .. = -· ·.·c.===- :-
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The method of procedure in working with these cases "V!as to divide 
them into two groups, each group havi~g a basic difference for the 
protective agency taking court action against the parent or parents and 
in behalf of the children as neglected. GroU') A re')resents five cases 
which were acute and in which the protective agency had to bring ne1glect 
action immediately without offerin~ the parents an opportunity to change 
through casework prior to taking court action. In these cases it was 
necessary because of cownunity pressure to initiate a complaint of 
neglect against the parents or else the police would have done so because 
of other serious criminal complaints against them resulting from the same 
emergency investigation. Group B re-presents eleven cases, that 'lt!ere 
chronic neglect situations and had been active with the age~cy for 
varying lengths of time during which the parents were unwilling or unable 
to accept or use the a.geT~cy services and properly care for their children 
within minimal community standards .• This group of cases was brought 
before the court of jurisdiction as a higher level of ~tuthori ty in order 
that the parents might realistically face their need to change and care 
for their children b'" accepting help or, in failing to do so, in order 
that the children could be placed elsewhere by the court for their own 
protection. 
There are definite limit2tions to this study in the amount of material 
presented, and in the amount of written material in the field. 
Another limitation to this study is the large average caseloB.d of 
sixty-five in the Branch which restricts the amount of casework service 
that the worker can devote to each family. 
Because of these limitations and the small amount of material 
H 
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!i 
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II 
II 
6 
presented only the most tentative conclusions to the questions can be 
drawn. The writer believes that the main value of this study will be to 
focus attention as to whether or not these parents are able to accept 
or use casework hell) with the shifting of the responsibility to the higher 
authority of the court and whether or not the children can be protected 
by other methods in court if the parents do not conform to change through 
their willingness to accept and use constructive case work help. 
Chanter II includes some general aspects of protective case-vrork, a 
review of the agency history and function and the setting of this study. 
The cases studied are presented in Chapter III together with an inter-
pretation of each case and the conclusion drawn from them. The surr~ry 
conclusions and recommendations are included in Chapter IV, together 
with tables relating to the study and conclusion. 
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CHAPTER II 
1. Some General Aspects of Protective Case Work 
As in other types of case work services Protective cases cannot be 
worked thr~ugh to a satisfactor~ conclusion unless case work nrinciples 
are both recognized and adhered to, and parents are willing and able to 
accept and use them with pur"l)oseful meaning bv changing in order to meet 
the needs of their children. A protective case is on in ,.,.hich the :parent 
is unable or unwilling to ask for, use, or accept hel~ but whose child 
is receiving less than the minimum standard of care accented by the 
community. In child protective work the agency initiates the service 
because of a complaint received. 
Protective case work is only possible in terms of the acceptance the 
client makes of the service offered. Although treatment is directed 
toward the parent, focus is on what is happening to the crild. 
There are, five essential differences between the Protective Agency 
in which a complaint initiates the service and the voluntary case work 
agency in which the client asks for help. 
1. The Protective agency in~tiates the service. 
2. The individual being helped is not free to decide 
tbat he doesn't 'VIant the help of the agency. 
3. The agency can·not withdraw service on the basis of 
the individual's refusal, unwillingness or inability 
to accept help. 
4. If the parents are unable to improve conditions 
which endanger their children, the agency must take 
the case to court with recommendations for t~eir 
proper care • 
.5. Although the agency respects parental rights, the 1 
child is the immediate concern in Child Protection. 
1. Robert M. Mulford, Lecture on Protective Case Work, :Boston 
University School of Social Work. 1948. 
7 
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' This service, which recognizes the prima.ry value of maintenance 
of family unity and relationship, a.lso accepts such limitations in 
people's ca.paci ty to change as may necessi t~tte recommendation for 
substitute family care as necessary for the protection of the child 
in certain situations. 
Therefore when parents, who either seem unable to make neces-
sary changes in the children's living situation, or who failing to 
feel the agency's authority, do not come to grips with the reality 
of the unacceptable home situation, they must be informed that the 
agency will make court referral on a petition of neglect and recom- 2 mendations as to the child's future custody and livir.g arrangements. 
New structures can be formed through court hearings and probati.on by 
means of a similar setting of specifics when the authority shifts from 
the protective agency to the higher authority of the court. Thus, the 
co~rt experience if used constructively, can become a strong reality 
factor in helping parents to achieve their objectives in meeting their 
children's needs. This can be accomplished by giving these parents specif-· 
ic and reasonable goals to accomplish, within definite time limits and thus, 
make the experience meaningful to them. 
Thus in the protective ease work process, it seems necessary to as-
sume from the beginning to the ending that most parents desire to be good 
parents and will yield to change through a skillful helping process. 
This is a service, however, that is offered to a parent for him 
to use if he can. In the use he makes of it he has clear freedom 
of choice. It could not be otherwise. The agency's responsibility 
is to give him an opportunity to make that choice, knowing what is 
involved in it for him. The alternatives are narrowed do~m. Be can-
not go on indefinitely in the same way without facing the conse-
quences of court action. 3 
2. Norma Knoll Page, Protective Service, P. 12. 
3. Jessie Taft, Editor, Counseling and Protective Service~ 
Family Case~. P. 104. 
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The parent-child relationship is of vital importance. Every 
child has a constant need of security in that relationship no matter 
who is responsible for his care. Therefore, the rights of parents 
should be consistently recognized. The need to preserve the rights 
when this is in the best interest of the child must be a major con-
sideration. 
However, the rights and interests of the child have priority and 
should be placed above all other considerations. When parEnts can-
not protect the child's best interests, agencies must take approNri-
ate steps to insure him properly constituted legal guardianship. 
It seems clear in the review of the literature that protective case 
work should be a helping process in which the rights of the parents must 
be respected through providing opportunities for change if they are will-
ing and able to accept and use casework help. 
It also seems clear from the literature that the protective agency 
must stand ready to act decisively through court action when the parents 
do not yield to change, and the rights of the children to become healthy 
citizens are threatened by parental neglect. 
Thus, while treatment is directed to~~rd the parents, the focus 
throughout is on what is happening to the child in the particular situation~ 
The primary responsibility of the protective agency is to protect children.: 
This does not mean necessarily that when a protective agency initiates a 
neglect complaint that the children should be removed by the court on the 
basis of the parents' unwillingness or inability to accept or use help. 
The court officials are in actuality a higher authority of protective 
li 
'I workers who With proper understanding of basic casework principles, or 
iJ 
II even common sense objectivity, can make the court experience a reality 
I situation to the parents by helping them to see that neglecting children 
I 
II 
is serious business that cannot be tolerated indefinitely by society. 
4. Report of the Membership Committee of the Child Welfare League of 
Amerire,~-----.--JllDe 19~- . - .. - -
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2. History and Function of the M .s .P .C .C. 
The M.S P.C .C. is a state-wide, non-sectarian, child 
welfare agency, incorpora.ted in 1878 under the General Laws, 
"for the purpose of awakening interest in the abuses to which 
cb.ildren are exposed by the intemperance, cruelty or cupidity 
of parents and guardians, and to help the enforcement of 
existing laws on the subject, procure needed legislation, and 
for kindred work." 
The purposes are the same today with "Emphasis on the 
preventive aspects of its work. Ey the Society's constitution, 
11 Its objects are the protection of childhood, the building up 
of family life and the improvement of community standards 
throughout the commonwealth." 
The Society carries out these purposes through casework 
services by working on behalf of children who are suffering 
from neglect, abuse or other types of substandard care and 
whose parents are unwilling or unabl~ to recognize the need 
for help and do something about it. ~ 
11 The history of the fLS .P .C .C. can logically be divided into four 
eras," 
6 beginning with the year 1878 and extending into the fourth era 
which began in 1947 ••..•••• In the first era emuhasis was unon·the re-
moval of the children from the home and upon court prosecution. In the 
second era the emphasis shifted from prosecution to prevention and the 
preservation of the home for the child. This was the beginning of case-
work service of "the process of hel ning people to help themselves." The 
third era increased the emphasis on casework service and marked a more 
complete organization of the society on a state-wide basis. The fourth 
era began in 1947 with increased emphasis upon understanding and treating 
emotional and pysohological conditions adversely affecting both parents 
5. Mass. Society For the Prevention of Cruelty to Children. A 
Handbook of Useful Information. Third edition 1951. P. 3 
6. Ibid, PP. 14, 15. 
10 
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and children. Emphasis is based on the principle of helping the client 
to help himself. The initial approach to the parents is to respect their 
rights and assume that they want to be good parents, regardless of the 
immediate situation. Consideration is focused on what is happening to the; 
children during this process. 
The philosophy of protective casework in the M.S.P.C.C, is consistent' 
with the fundamentals revie\-led in the li tera.ture. 
Although approximately fifty per cent of the case workers throtyghout , 
this state-wide Child Protective Agency are not graduates of graduate 
schools of social work the personnel has been well schooled in the 
protective casework process through Central, District and Regional staff 
meetings and supervision by a highly skilled Director of Case Work be-
cause of his graduate education and experience in the field of protective 
casework and as a former referee in the Juvenile Court of Toledo, Ohio. 
Psychiatric consultation is also available in the agency "rhenever necessar~ .. 
Therefore, casework principles are adhered to in the agency and., 
even when parents demonstrate their inability to change and a complaint 
of neglect in court is necessary for the protection of the children, the 
agency hopes that the higher authority of the court can serve as a case-
work tool and produce the desired result. 
). Setting of the F Branch in which StuQ.v '~ras Made 
,, 
j! The area in which the study was made, or the F branch of the agency, 
11 covers one city and eight towns and is largely rural. The estimated 
11 
i population at this time is 75,000. 
I ~ 
!I I· !I 
II 
Unfortunately, voluntary casework 
some of these clients might have sought help before the situations affect-
ing their children becrune too traumatic. If available, family and child 
placement agencies could have been used as a referral source in some 
instances and might have been of benefit to some of these families before 
the problems became so acute that court action was necessary. By the 
same token such resources could undoubtedly have been of benefit during 
the neglect court process. 
Prior to the initial court hearing of a complaint of neglect, the 
agency caseworker sends a complete summary of the family situation with 
recommendations to the particular court representative of the State 
Department of Public Welfare, Division of Child Guardianship, in order 
that the department may prepare to receive the children in case they 
should be adjudicated neglected and placed in the custody of said depart-
ment for foster care. 
A summary is also sent in advance to the Juvenile Probation Officer 
who represents the court in neglect proceedings and who \•rorks "'i th the 
d 
f! particular family from the time of the initial court hearing until there 
il 
It is final disposition on the complaint of neglect. 
·I I, 
i' 
.I 
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II 
This summary is a cooperative measure by the protective agency in 
order that all authoritiAs concerned in Col~t may have a clear picture 
of the family coming there and of the inabili t;r or umdllint;ness of the 
parents to accept or use the help of the protective agency bv meeting 
!l il the needs of their children. 
II 
I 
Focus is on W1 at the situation is doing 
to the children rather than how bad the situation is. The court then 
assumes the authoritative role in the casework process. 
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There are three District Court Juvenile Sessions in the F branch to 
which these neglect court cases were referred, one of which is in the 
larger city and the others in small rural communities. The local justice 
usually sits both in District Court and in Juvenile Sessions, the latter 
being private, informal hearings where only interested parties may enter. 
Those present during the court hearing, besides the family concerned 
and witnesses, are the Judge, the Chief Probation Officer, the Juvenile 
Probation Officer, the Court Chaplain, the court reuresentative of the 
Police Department, a court representative of the State Department. 
Division of Child Guardianship, the Clerk of Court and the Protective 
Caseworker who initiated the neglect complaint and who nresents the total 
neglect situation and calls on appropriate witnesses. Although none of 
these authorities have formal training in social work, they have had long 
and varied experience in the field and are participants in social work 
conferences. 
Prior to the initial court hearing a complete summary of the family 
situation with recommendations is sent to the particular court representa-
tive of the State Department of Public Welfare, Division of Child 
Guardianship, in order that the Department may prepare to receive the 
children in case they should be adjudicated neglected and placed in custo-
dy of said Department for foster care. 
A summary is also sent in advance to the Juvenile Probation Officer 
who represents the court in neglect proceedings, and who works with the 
particular family until a final disposition on the complaint of neglect 
~ --------·<----- -----~-- --·" ---·· ---~" .... ___ ,. ____ ·-"~-----
·----------·------------ -------.-·-"--~----------------- -----· -.- -· -·---~ --
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After the worker from the protective agency brings a complaint 
against the parents for neglecting their children and in behalf of the 
children as neglected, the family shifts to the jurisdiction of the 
higher authority of the court and the case becomes what is termed by the 
ii 
!i i! writer a neglect court case. The agency worker prosecutes the cases and 
I, 
!: 
lj presents the evidence and recommendations, but the final decision ae: to 
!\ what will be done 'dth the parents and or with the children is the re-
·' :i 
~ I 
.. 
!l 
II 
sponsibility of the presiding judge. 
In the neglect court proceedings the judge may, according to the 
"neglect law of Massachusetts" 7 make any number of legal decisions. He 
may, if there is insufficient evidence on the initial hearing to find the 
parent guilty of neglect or to adjudicate the children neglected, dismiss 
the complaint for lack of prosecution. Or even before the C1",se is given 
a formal hearing in court, he may continue the case without a finding 
11ad infinitum" if he feels that the proceeding might motivate the parents 
to imnrove the standards for their children. On the other band the judge 
may f'ind either the parents guilty of neglect and or the children a,s 
neglected, and still continue the case in court indefinitely without 
making a formal dispos'i tion of the case. As a last resort he may fbd 
the parents guilty of neglecting their children and give them a suspended 
sentence to jail, probation or both, or sentence them. He may also, as 
a last resort, commit the children to the State De~artment, Division of 
Child Guardianship, or to the care of any responsible individual or child-
care agency for proper hone care. 
In the F branch it is very seldom that the courts remove children 
?. Mass. G. L. Ch. 119, Ss. 42- 44 
i! 
II 
!I ,, 
II 
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immediately on the initial hearing of the neglect complaint. A Juvenile 
Probation Officer represents the court in neglect cases from the time 
the family apyears in court and at least one investigation of the family 
home situation is made b,y her for further recommendations to the court 
before decisive action is considered, save for extreme emergencies. 
Other authorities, m1Ch as the Court Chaplain, the senior Probation 
Officer, the representative of the State Department and the Police might 
be delegated to work with the court by making recommendations toward the 
!j 
II 
11 future welfare of the children. 
II Thus in Chapter III the writer will present the sixteen neglect 
/I 
:j 
I' 
II 
II ,, 
court cases studied together with an analysis of the findings in each 
case in order to determine what effect the court experience, if any, ha.d 
on the parents and whether or not the fifty-six minor children in these 
II il cases were protected. I~ 
!I li 
I' II q ,, 
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!j 
II 
II 
II 
'I 
II II 
II 
I 
The writer defines a casework process as a helping process to help 
the client to help himself through some insight into the meaning of his 
behavior as it affects his children, and the constructive use that he 
makes of the worker-client relationship toward achieving the goal which 
in this study is the future security of his children. 
The writer makes a distinction between environmental manipulation 
which is part of the casework process with the parPnt participating, and 
that which is forced on the parent through the use of authority. 
Sometimes the parents are able to face reality, or the seriousness 
of their neglect, through the impact of coming face to fa.ce with the high 
authority of the court and the realization that their neglect of their 
children could result in the court removing them. 
II il 
II i! 
;I ji 
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CHAPTER III 
CASE STUDIES 
In con8idering the effect of the court experience upon the casework 
process it is necessary to consider a number of case8 to determine whether ; 
or not these parents were able to use this level of authority in a con-
structive, purposeful and meaningful way in order to better meet the needs 
of their children. 
As have been indicated in Chapter I, it is a modern casework theory 
that the court experience, by which there is a higher level of authority, 
can be used as a constructive casework took to further the casework pro-
cess. Therefore, the writer wonders, what type of parents were these? 
What type of an environment did their children live under? What were some 
of the major factors in the neglect situation! Was casework effecti.ve in 
any way by the protective agency prior to court action? What were the 
parents t real feeling and attitudes around the protective casework a.nd 
the neglect court situation: both, prior to court action and at the con-
elusion of this study? Why was court action necessary? Finally, wa.s a 
casework process effective in court and were these parents able to change 
in any way and meet the needs of their children afterwards? Were the 
Children protected in any way as a result of the eX9eriencet 
Interpretation is made by the writer in each case as to the total 
effect of the court eXPerience on the casework process in terms of 'llrork-
ing with these parents and in their being able to face the reality of 
their failure and change to meet the needs of their children within mini-
mal community standards. In the recording, however, there is a great 
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ill:. deal of material which concerns the over-all situation and factors which 
p 
I! 
\! is Significant to the entire casework process and this bas been included. 
!: 
H ii There will be presented here two groups of cases in which neglect 
court action ,.,as initiated against the parents and in behalf of their 
children by the M.S.P.c.c. and in which the families appeared before the 
court on the complaint of neglect. In each group there was a realistic 
reason for the agency to take the neglect action and both were in order to 
offer protection to the children involved. T.he focus is on the effect of 
the ce.se work process on the entire family unit. 
Group I: This group of five cases re~resents a reality pressure type of 
an acute neglect situation because of the seriousness of the parents' 
immediate behavior on the children. Because of this it was imperative for 
the agency to bring neglect court action immediately, and ;..ri thout offering , 
the parents an opportunity to change through a casework process prior to 
bringing the court complaint of neglect. This was necessary because of 
community pressure over the traumatic situation involved as detected by an 
emergency investigation by the police, the worker or both, which concerned 
behavior on the part of the parent whic~ was 
severely detrimental to the children at the moment. In all cases teflporary 
emergency plans had to be made for some or all of the children outside of 
the home and the protective casework process began at the court. In all 
five cases, additional criminal complaints against the parents were issued 
i! by the police simultaneously with the neglect action by the agency worker. 
" !l These included com~laints against the parents of lewd and lascivious co-
~1 ~:;:~:~;~:~~~:::~:n::~~~~:~;::,~;;;:;~::~;:::;_::::~re- z" .. -·· ... -
I 
I 
ferred to as acute neglect situations. 
CASE NO. I 
The G family consisted of the parents and five minor 
children ages two to ten years. The two younger children were 
born to Mrs. G. out of wedlock.- This created marital friction 
between Mr. and Mrs. Gas Mr. G felt that his responsibility 
was to his legal children. 
Although the G family was financially able to care for 
all five children their living quarters were inadequate and 
combined with the marital problem brought about by the illegit-
imate children of Mrs. G, her husband threatened to leave unless 
she made plans for the older children elsewhere. As a result Mrs. 
G placed her own children in various foster homes but was unable 
to pay their board resulting in a non-support payment against 
the family in district court. 
When the district court justice listened to the evidence 
he immedia.tely referred the problem to the protective agency 
on the basis that the illegitimate children were neglected and 
needed protection. A neglect court complaint was issued immedi-
ately with the court in authority from the beginning. 
The G family was before the court on probation for two 
years during which time there were seven neglect court appear-
ances without finding either against Mr. and Mrs. G or in behalf 
of the children. There was legal control over the parents on the 
non-support complaint and probation resulted. 
Supplementary help was given the family through referral 
to the Welfare Department who arranged for medical attention and 
hospitalization for one child and also placed the two children 
born out of wedlock in excellent foster homes. 
Help was given by the court to the family in locating a 
home which was adequate for the three children of the marriage 
but inadequate to meet the needs of all five. 
With this opportunity for change provided in the court 
situation, the parents were better able to meet the needs of 
three children under the supervision of the probation officer 
arid the protective worker. Voluntary placement afforded partial 
protection for the remaining two children. II 
I This is an acute situation of neglect the.t illustrRtes the use of 
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change in order to properly meet the needs of their children. 
The parents were unable to use casework help in terms of their own 
feelings because of their extreme defensiveness, and fear that all of 
their children might be removed by the court. 
Casework was ineffective but the authority of the court did face 
Mr. and Mrs. G with the need to place two of their children voluntarily 
in order to relieve an over-crowded home condition and to relieve the 
marital friction between these parents because the two children placed 
had been born out of wedlock. 
Environmental maniuulation at the court level did offer tenrpora.ry 
protection for the children. Proba.tion for the parents on a simul t.:'3.ne-
ous com~laint of non-support did give the court legal control over the 
parents during the neglect court process. 
CASE NO. II 
The I family consisted of the parents and one infa.nt child 
age six months. Mr. I had tempora.rily separated from his nine-
teen year old wife because of her openly keeping company with 
other men. As a resu.l t of family arguments, Mrs. I left her 
comfortable apartment with her child to live with a married girl 
friend who was separated from her husband serving a term in jail 
for non-support of his family. (see case No. III). Eoth Mrs. 
I and her companion were keeping company with other men who re-
turned to their apartment at night and who according to complaints 
received by the police remained over night. Neighbors also com-
plained of noise and apparent drinking parties in the apartment. 
The complaint of neglect was made to the agency by the 
police who had gone to the apartment on a night complaint and 
found Mrs. I entertaining another man while her infant child 
slept in a bureau drawer in the same room. There had previous-
ly been a drinking party ani the apartment was in a state of up-
heaval. The infant was sore and also suffered a painful rash 
from not being changed, and immediate nursing care was obtained. 
Eecause of the acuteness of the situation Mrs. I was ar-
19 
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rested on a complaint of lewdness made by the investigating 
officer. The protective worker simultaneously issued a ne-
glect court complaint against Mrs. I who refused to return 
to her own comfortable apartment with her child. 
Mr. I was located and arranged for voluntary care of his 
child while an effort was being made through the court to have 
Mrs. I accept proper parental responsibility. 
The I case was before the District Court for fifteen 
months during which time there were three court appearances. 
At the conclusion of this period the neglect court case was 
dismissed without a finding when Mrs. I accepted the advice 
of the court and retu.rned to her husband. Continued court 
supervision showed that the child received adeoliate care after 
the reconciliation. On the complaint of lewdness :f.ks. I was 
placed on probation after receiving a suspended sentence to the 
Women's Reformatory. 
Durir~ the fifteen months that the neglect case was before 
the court Mr. and Mrs. I were motivated through court authority 
to provide proper care for their infant child. 
After the neglect complaint was dismissed without finding 
in court, Mrs. I separated from Mr. I and filed for divorce and 
custody of the child. In the meantime she voluntarily placed 
her baby to board through a Child Placing Agency and obtained 
work to supplement her support from Mr. I. Evidence showed 
the.t Mr. I himself began bestowing his attention on another 
married woman. 
In this case Mrs. I did not accept casework in terms of the neglect 
of her infant child. Although she was found guilty on the complaint 
of lewdness and ~s motivated by the court experience to better meet 
the needs of her child, she \~s unable to relate her behavior to the 
neglect situation. Casework ~s on a superficial level with Mrs. I 
becoming extremely defensive and change was effected mainly to keep 
herself out of jail. An early finding of neglect against her relating 
to the le,.rd situation might have served as a corrective experience. 
Although the infant was afforded partial protection throughout the 
~--court process, this change in Mrs. I resulted because of authority in 
i/ 
II 
,, 
I• !I 
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court and not because of an understanding of the meaning of her behavior. 
CASE NO. III 
The J family consisted of the parents and two minor children 
ages two months and two years. Mr. J was serving time in the 
House of Correction for non-support of his family. 
Mrs. J was the companion of Mrs. I (see Case No. II) and 
both were arrested simultaneously on a complaint of lewdness 
with an acute neglect court complaint resulting following 
police referral to the protective agency. 
Mrs. J was apprehended while entertaining a man companion 
while her two mi~or children slept in the same room and bed. 
She was found guilty of lewdness and placed on probation 
:i after receiving a suspended sentence to the Women 1s Reformatory. 
!I 
'I The complaint of neglect \'laS before the court for fifteen 
'i i! months without a finding because Mrs. J agreed to move to 
il another state with her aged mother and provide for the children 
:1 there. ! ~ d 
'!. There was no opportunity for casework during that period. 
Prior to the court continuance date Mrs. J returned to the 
original jurisdiction to live and reports received indicated 
that she continued carrying on with other men. 
She later placed her children voluntarily through a Child 
Placing Agency and obtained work. 
The neglect court case remains on periodic continuance with-
out finding. 
The J case shows that Mrs. J was not faced with the reality of her 
failure as a mother by means of the neglect court experience. When she 
moved out of the jurisdiction with her children there was no follow-up 
in terms of protective casework. The com~laint of lewdness was acted 
ii 
11 upon but there was no acceptance of the seriousness of the behavior of 
;i 
il Mrs. J in relation to the neglect of her children. 
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1i accepted in order to relieve herself of the responsibility by accepting 
il work and a room of her own. This was accom'9lished by use of authority 
:I 
ii rather than by a protective casework process. Although the children are 
!I 
il partially protected, on a temporary basis, the use of a.uthori ty thru 
II environmental manipulation was the technique used to produce change and 
!I 
il not a meaningful experience by Hrs. J. Mrs. J and the children "'ere 
II ;I )i compelled to move from their previous inadequate home environment em the 
,, 
!j 
'! alternative that if she did not, the children would be removed by the 
court and placed in a suitable home environment. 
CASE NO. IV 
The X: case consisted of the parents and three minor 
children ages eighteen months to four years. Mr. X: was 
serving time for a service infraction which had resulted 
in the cutting off of his family allotment. Mrs. K was 
living in a one room apartment in a large apartment block 
and had inadequate finances and facilities to meet the 
needs of her children. As a result she obtained part time 
work as a waitress in order to provide minimun necessities. 
Her addiction to drink brought about a complex situation 
which resulted in her arrest. 
Prior to Mr. K returning to the service there had been 
a great deal of marital difficulty behreen the K's because 
of Mrs. K's excessive drinking and her other associations. 
Following the de93.rture of Mr. K the young mother 
acceuted waitress work when Mr. K's allotment was detached 
beca"lise of a mUi tary involvement. She reverted to her 
drinking habits resulting in her involvement with other men. 
The complaint was made to the agency b7 the police and 
a neighbor in the tenement block because the children were 
left alone without suuervision while Mrs. K left the home 
regularly with men who took her to local drinking establish-
ments. 
On the original complaint a letter was sent to Mrs. K 
to come to the a·gency for a interview. She did not respond. 
i' 
II I ~ 
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infants alone crying, hungry, and soiled. Mrs. K bad been 
seen leaving the home late in the afternoon in a car driven 
by a man companion. No plans had been made for the care of 
the children. 
Mrs. K was later that evening located in a local bar 
intoxicated and dishelveled to the point of complete in-
coherence. She was arrested on a complaint of drunkeness 1 
by the police and a complaint of neglect against her and in 
behalf of the children was simultaneously issued by the pro-
tective worker. T~~porary plans were made for the children 
with a neighbor. 
The following day in court Mrs. K pleaded for a c'bance 
to change and properly care for her children. She was placed 
on probation on the drunkeness complaint while the neglect 
cor.1plaint was further continued without finding when she 
entered a not guilty plea. 
The neglect court case was continued without finding 
for one year during which time there were seven appearances. 
Through the cooperation of the court authorities and pro-
tective worker, public assistance was obtained for the family 
to relieve financial needs. 
Mr. K was later released from the service through court 
intervention and returned home to obtain work and an adequate 
home for the family with close cm~t supervision. Mrs. K 
was able to control her drinking and the physical condition 
of the children improved considerably. 
This change in Mrs. K was brought about by the authority of the court, 
more than through a casework process. Regardless, the improvement in the 
!I children was remarkable over the one year period. Again there was no 
!I finding on the neglect court complaint which might have served as a 
:i 
ij corrective experience for Mrs. K. Continued marital friction existed 
IJ 
ij ll between the parents because of the behavior of Mrs. K while her husband 
I' li 
;I was away. I~ 
!I 
I' 
I 
1. Although the actual court complaint is legally referred to as 
.I "drunk," the court prefers to refer to it as a charge of drunkenness 
i! against the defendant, and for that reason the writer uses the word , 
2.) 
11 drunkenness in this thesis ra.ther than the term drunk. . 
o.~-=-=#'=---·;:c-=ccc . .:.·=-~==-=c:==::o~"'---c-=-=oc==.=-~c'-="·'··c=ccccccc===-==•-'"-"-'="'''·"'-"'-"=""'-·-==.-.. =·c.=·~-=-''-''"'c·cc:.oc ..... ==·-··.=c=.·..:l-;.:-.·=•~--=--.o:.c~.c==•-•=...-: 
il 
:i 
tl 
II 
I' .I q 
II 
I' .I 
i! 
I' I 
ii 
:I 
!i 
!I 
II II 
il 
II 
,, 
II 
!I 
!i 
II I, 
II 
II 
:I 
il 
24 
··--·· 
-· ~··=-·=· === 
After the dismissal of the neglect court complaint, without finding, 
Mrs. K filed for divorce against her husband on the grounds 0f cruelty 
and requested custody of the children. 
The use of authority at the court level motivated Mrs. K to control 
her excessive drinking and to remain home and care for her children. 
The complaint of drunkenness against her served as a reality factor tha.t 
she must comply to community standards. 
CASE JTO. V 
The M c~tse consisted of the father, stepmother, a son 
age thirteen years and a daughter eleven years. Mr. M had 
been divorced by the mother of his children but retained 
their custody when she consented because he threatened her 
with violence if she attempted to take them from him. Ee 
later married the stepmother who had lived with his family 
prior to the divorce. Mr. M had a record in another state 
for an earlier moral offense against a minor girl. Since 
the divorce the mother has remarried and was unwilling and 
unable to consider plans for the children. There has been 
very little mother-child relationship during the interval. 
The complaint was made to the agency by school authori-
ties because of the boy alleging openly of his illicit re-
lationship with his sister. Follow-up investigation in-
dicated that Mr. M was also involved and that he was also 
extremely abusive to the son. 
As a. result of police investigation Mr. M was arrested 
on a serious morals charge and placed in jail while await-
ing grand jury action. Ee denied the allegations of the 
children throughout. 
As the stepmother was unwilling to care for the children 
with Mr. M away a neglect court complaint was made by the 
agency in order to protect the children in this acute situ-
ation. 
Although the agency recommended that the children be 
placed in a neutral home the case of neglect in their be-
half was continued without finding on the three appearances 
before the court over a six months period. ~hey were placed 
in the care of paternal relatives against the advice of the 
worker. Later they were unwilling to testify against Mr. M 
II 
'I 
because they were falsely told that if anything happened 
to their father they might have to go to a reform school. 
The case remained on continuance without finding at 
the conclusion of this study. Mr. M was still in jail 
and awaiting higher court action on the morals complaint. 
The children were in good physical homes of paternal 
relatives in another state but lived in constant fear 
that Mr. M might be released and retaliate against them. 
This case illustrates an extremely acute situation because Mr. M 
was immediately confined to jail on a serious morals complaint concerning 
his children. The step-mother did not want the sole responsibility of 
the children and had a negative attitude against them, the worker a.nd the 
police for reporting on their father. 
Because of this there was no opportunity for casework at the court 
level, but the authority of the court did serve to protect tLe children 
by placing them elsewhere. This offered them protection on a tempora.ry 
basis and they were protected from retaliation by their father for com-
plaining against them through his being sent to jail. However, precedence 
was given to the incest complaint against Mr. M and disposition of the 
neglect was held in abeyance while awaiting finding on the more serious 
charge. 
Thus in each of the cases in this group we find that there is no 
protective casework process in action either b;r the protective worker or 
by the court; especia.lly in terms of casework participation by the parf)nts. 
In all five cases, precedence in court was given to the other 
criminal complaints against the parents and legal control was obtained 
over each of them by probation on the adult criminal complaint. 
' In terms of a casework process, the hearing of these other complaints' 
o a finding in the neglect complaints against the parents might hBve 
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made their pathological behavior a reality to them and brought out their 
il guilt. This might have served as a corrective experience and offered ~ I 
!1 an opportunity for casework with these parents from that point forward. !i 
'I 
i' 111 At any rate, in all five cases, the authority of the court did pro-
1
1, 
II 
vide the means of motivating the parents to make temuorar;}r plans for their, 
il j! children through the technique of environmental manipulation which was II 
li i still accomplished by the authority of the court rather than because of II 
I 
1
! a meaningful and purposeful experience as seen by the parents themselves. 
Ji The court did, however, serve a useful and constructive purpose in 
II offering temporary plans for these neglected children. 
!l 
II !i The protective worker, in these situations, was an additional au-
:1 
II li thcri ty under the court and authority, retther than a. case1rrork process, 
'I 
resulted in some protection for the children involved. The worker was 
able to make plans for tempors,rjr placement of the children with the back-
ing of the court. 
Group II: This group of eleven cases is representative of cr~onic 
neglect situations which concerned families that bad been active with 
the agency for varying lengU.s of time during which the parents were 
unwilling or unable to accept or use casework help and properly care for 
their children within minimal community standards. 
This group of cases was brought by the protective worker before the 
court of jurisdiction as a higher level of authority in order that parents 
might realistically face their need to change and care for their children 
by accepting help, or in failing to do so, in order that the children 
could be placed elsewhere by the court for their protection. Thus the 
. --·======== 
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original purpose in the agency bringing a complaint of neglect against 
the parents and in behalf of the children in these cases ~ms to bring 
them face to face with the court in hopes that this would serve as a 
reality to them that their failure as parents must change or else their 
children might be removed. This is a technique in the protective case-
work process of attempting to use the court as a casework tool of last 
resort for these parents to change and properly care for their children, 
if possible. 
CASE :HO. VI 
The A family consisted of the father and three minor 
children ages one to nine years. Mr. A had divorced the 
mother because of her becoming illigi timately pregmmt by 
another man and he recieved custody of the children. The 
whereabouts of Mrs. A was unknown as she had moved away 
prior to the birth of the fourth child. The father refused 
to have a person care for the children during the night 
while he worked on 8. night shift and as a result the children 
were left unsupervised. He would lock the door of his 
apartment and insist that the children not let anyone in. 
The marital exnerience of Mr. A resulted in his bPing 
mistrustful and suspicious. 
The complaint was brought to the attention of the 
agency by the police, neighbors, and a school nurse for 
fear of the safety of the children. In addition to the 
above factors, weekend drinking parties occurred in the 
apartment. All three children were afraid and the 
youngest child in particular was often punished severely 
by Mr. A who was of the opinion that he was not his child. 
The children ~1ere fearful, tired and eneuretic. 
The A family was known to the agency for eleven months 
prior to the neglect co1~t complaint. Mr. A was hostile and 
unaccepting of casework services during that period and the 
relationship was entirely negative. Local resources were made 
available for supPrvision of his children 1mt he refused 
to accept them until threatened with neglect court action 
at which time he accepted unwillingly the services of an 
elderly housekeeper. He later ordered her from the home 
and placed the children voluntarily in foster homes but 
took them home without su~ervision when the boarding parents 
- .... ··-··=---·-====== 
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requested their board pa;yments which he had promised. !-!r. 
A had an adequate income to assume this responsibility. 
:Because ?~r. A was unwilling and unable to accept help 
and there was no change in the care of the children, a 
neglect court complaint was brought which this father could 
not accept in terms of the reality situation. He remained 
hostile and negative toward the agency and later toward 
the court. 
The case remained on continuance before the Juvenile 
Session of the court for one year during which time there 
had been four continuances without finding. On the initial 
hearing the court did motivate Mr. A to place the children 
which he did reluctantly and not in terms of insight. The 
court chaplain was given the responsibility of getting him 
to cooperate but Mr. A purposely kept the foster parents 
waiting for their board payments in retaliation. 
Prior to the fourth court continuance Mr. A gave up 
his local job and went to a distant state where he married 
a young girl whom he had previously known. 
On the basis that he had a mother for his children 
and wanted to take them with him to his new home the neglect 
court case was dismissed on the fourth continuance with-
out a finding of neglect either against Mr. A or in beralf 
of the children. There was no investigation on the other 
end. 
The record shows that a few months later Mr. A was 
killed in an accident and the children are now wards of 
the other state. It seems as though Mr. A maneuvered 
himself out of an uncomfortable situation by his second 
marriage which resulted in a lack of protection for his 
children. 
This case illustrated a father who mistrusted everyone in general 
because the mother of his children had been untrue to him which rAsulted 
in his divorce. This suspicion and mistrust was used to the detriment 
of his three minor children, who he would leave alone in his home at 
night while he was working, and which experience had a detrimental affect 
on their hea.lth, psychological developement and schooling. 
Following a complaint of neglect, the protective caseworker offered 
o:"o.::t·- --=·--·=· ===,-=--=· ·-=·· -=· =~====c== 
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him services which he was unable or unwilling to accept or use bem~.use 
of his extreme hostility and defensiveness. After eleven months of 
attempting to reach this responsible parent there was no visible change 
in the care that the children were receiving 9 except for a tem~orary 
placement which was effected mainly through the threat of authority on 
the part of the worker. As a result a complaint of neglect was taken 
against Mr. A and in behalf of the children as a further step to face 
this father with the reality of his negative influence on the children. 
He and his children were before the court for one year during which 
time there were four continuances without a finding against Mr. A9 or in 
behalf of the children. His negative, hostile and defensive attitude 
continued around the court situation, and he only cooperated occasionally 'l 
under direct pressure from all authorities concerned. The court procedure : 
was meaningless to him in terms of his understanding of his problem 9 and 
only temporary protection was given to the children under the motivation 
of the court upon insistence that the children be placed by Mr. A. As a 
result Mr. A merely complied until he was able to remarry and take the 
children to another state where they are now under the care of that 
state follol'ring the death of Mr. A. 
An early finding of neglect against Mr. A. might have faced him with 
the reality of his failure as a parent and release his guilt, thus offer-
ing a casework opportunity to work through his hostility and open the way 
to casework. 
Although the court process offered authoritative and manipulative 
change, which gave temporary protection to the children9 there was no 
protection in terms of change in Mr. A. himself. 
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CASE 1!1'0 • Vll 
!he ~ famil7 consisted of the parents and six minor chil-
dren, ages three to sixteen years. Although Mr. B bad an ade-
quate income to meet family needs within minimal standards, 
both parents were chronic drinkers &!lei Mrs. :B was consi stentl7 
seen in the company of other men. Home conditions were deplor-
able and most of the housework and preparation of meals rested 
on the sixteen and thirteen year old daU«hters. Later, during 
the neglect court process, Mrs. B cleserted the family with an-
other man and her whereabouts is lUlkn.ow. She had been gone 
approrlmatel)" two years at the conclusion of this stucl;r. 
'!he complaint was brought to the attention of the 
agency 1:r the school, the police, the school nurse, and a 
clergyman because of factors cited above and because the chil-
dren were seen on the street at extremel)" late hours. The)" 
also appeared in school dirty, hangr,r and listless. Some of 
the children were being approached by men who offered thea 
food and candy in return for requested adverse favors. !he 
family lived in a poor neighborhood and parents brought home 
numerous visitors from a naighboriag barroom for additional 
drinks. 
The :B family vas know to the agency for three years 
prior to the filing of the neglect complaint. Both parents 
were unaecepting of agenc7 services and the relationship was 
negative throughout. Mr. :B vas extremely hostile while Mrs. :B 
was passively accepting but continued her drinking leaving no 
opportunity to use protective services. Daring the pre-court 
process Mrs. :B vas arrested on a complaint of having been beat-
en by a man w1 th whom she had 'been to a dance where both imbibed 
in excessive drink. :Both parents continued their excessive 
drinking and the improper associations of Mrs. :B, in particU-
lar. led. to continuous family quarrels which had a negative 
effect on the children. Both parents were unable to see their 
behavior in terms of parental neglect. The children were peri-
odieall7 left without supervision, were improperly fed and 
clothed and laCked positive parental identifications. 
Yhen Mr. :S lost hie Job on the railroad due to an acci-
dent, reportedly brought about by hie drinking, the worker 
helped the family to obtain public assistance and clothing 
for the children. The clerg also took an interest and 
helped provide added necessities for the family. In spite of 
these opportunities for change. conditions remained the same. 
A member of the clergy visited the home at ten o'cloCk of a 
morning and found Mrs. B presuabl7 intoxicated, and found 
her associating with another man. !he pre-school children 
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defensive of' the mother and insisted that the -.n was him-
self. As a result of Mr. and Mrs. B being unwilling and 
unable to use agency services the problem was referred to 
the court on a complaint of neglect against both parents 
and 1n behalf of' the six minor children as neglected. Soon 
after the initial court appearance which was continued with-
out a finding Mrs. B deserted the famil7 accompanied b7 a 
married father. Mr. B obtained a relative as housekeeper 
who also turned out to be a chronic drinker who continued 
on occasion to leave the children unsupervised. This rela-
tive vas a good housekeeper, however, and the children showed 
pbTsical improvement under her jurisdiction in spite of her 
intemperance. !here was no moral training of the children 
under this mother-substitute and the older girl soon became 
involved as a delinquent child. The probation officer, 
police and clergy- took further interest in this famil7 at 
the court level with periodic improvements and set-backs. 
The case bad been on continuance, without finding, for 
seventeen months during which time there have been nine 
appearances. Kr. B has not seen his fam117 problem in terms 
of parental neglect. Be blamed the clesertion of Mrs. B for 
existing conditions. 
!he B case also concerns a family living under extremel7 poor envi-
ronmental condi t1ons while the parents offer their children an atmosphere 
of negatiTe attitudes. influaces, and au example of pathological bebav-
ior •• Court action followed their 1mwillingness to cha!lge on a pre-court 
level, and. court was the last resort in an effort to effect a change. 
Bo finding w.s made and Mrs. B deserted during the continued court pro-
cess. Except for occasional motivation through authority, the children 
II 1 remain unprotected. 
•I 
II jl CASJ BO. VIII 
ij !he C case consisted of the parents and two minor chil-
!i dren ages three and ten. Physical home conditions were above 
1
1
1 average and the children were adeqaa tel7 clothed and fed. !he 
main probl• concerned Mr. C who was a chronic ·drinker and 
I 
left work quite regular1)" claiming that he bad a bad back:. 
I 
While ou:t ~hof .. wor.ik:l he rdewhlied u:tphoin his agedd tf'atherftto heldphi 
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feared the safet7 of herself and the children. He would oc-
casioD&ll.7 lock the mother and children out of the home and 
force them to sleep in the famil7 automobile. 
!he complaint was brought to the attention of the 
agenc7 by the police and the school because of the above 
factors and because the ten 7ear old daughter vas showing 
signa of extreme nerTousneaa in school ana not living up to 
her intellectual capac! ty. !he three 7e&r old son was co:m-
tinuousl7 upset and Mrs. C vas upae~ to the point where she 
could not properl7 perfom her motherly duties. 
!he C fami17 vas known to the agency for three years 
on a pre-court level and efforts were mde to help this fami-
17 through the casework process. lllen the paternal grand-
father cat off the supply of income and Mr. 0 had not re-
turned to work, tempora17 public assistance was obtained. 
for the family through referral. Arrangements were made for 
a med.ical eDmination for Mr. 0 and the report indicated that 
he could work but he continued to deny this. He vas extreme-
17 defensive about his behavior toward Mrs. 0 and denied. her 
allegations even though evidence was substantial. 
Mr. 0 was unable to accept the reality situation in 
terms of what was happening to the children because of his 
resistance to change. His abuse of Mrs. 0 continued. period-
icall7 and alth~ he controlled his excessive drinking to 
some extent, a tra12DI8.tic incident occurred when he drove the 
family into a tree while under the influence of liquor re-
sulting in a very serious head. injury to the y~er child. 
When Mr. C refused to accept this in terms of parental ne-
glect, a neglect court complaint •• initiated ~inst Mr. 0 
and in behalf of the children as neglected.. 
!he ease vas before court on neglect for eight months 
without a finding during which time there were five continu-
ances. !here was also a non-snpport complaint issued against 
Mr. C when Mrs. 0 made a temporary aove through voluntary sep-
aration at the home of a •rried sister. On the non-support 
Mr. 0 vas placed on probation. !he record. shows that Mr. 0 
was unable to use the higher authori t:r of the court toward 
change and that he vas never found. gail ty of child. neglect. 
There were no specific goals set up for Mr. C to 
achieve toward meeting the needs of his children. The 
neglect case vas d.ismissed without finding on the fifth 
continuance as Mrs. 0 and the children had left and had 
filed for divorce and custoa;r of the children. 
This case indicated that Mr. C was ll.llable to accept or use oonatruc>-
=-=---====-== --- --- --· 
tive help b7 the protective agency ewer MD7 months. The neglect 
court complaint was brought in order the. t Jlr. C might face the reality 
of the seriousness of the neglect and result in a corrective experience. 
However, his attitude was one of denial. passivity and indifference, 
-' and he was never able to see his behavior in terms of the negative 
ii jl !I effect it was having on the children. By the authority of the court 
ll 
\\ he was placed on probation for non-support of his famil7 and complied 
,, 
'I 
11 through motivation. Mr. C was unable to change. The court experience 
II might have been more meaningful if he had been found guilty of neglect. 
I! 
11 Mrs. C vas motivated to take the children and leave him and later ob-j, 
II il te.ined a divorce. 
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!he D case consisted of the parents and six minor chil-
dren ages three to fourteen. Mr. D was in the regular army 
and stationed far from home during most of the time the fam-
ily vas known to the agency. When the family moved into 
their home it was fairly nev and very adequate for meeting 
their needs. It was later learned. that this home was pur-
chased in the name of another male companion of Mrs. B 
who lived there whenever Mr. D was stationed. elsewhere. 
At the time the family vas reported to the M.S.P.c.c. phys-
ical home conditions had deteriorated. to such an extent 
that a health hazard caused concern in the neighborhood 
and co:mmnit;r. Mr. D. was stationed. overseas and although 
his allotment would have been sufficient to cover famil7 
needs, there was some delay in the allotment check result-
ing in temporary family diffiettlty on the financial level. 
!he complaint was brOU&ht to the attention of the 
agency- by numerous authorities which included the school 
nurse, police, state health d.epartment, local health doctor, 
family t>b1'sician and mmeroa.s neighbors because of Mrs. D ba"''ing 
numerous night callers who were seen leaving the home at earl,-
morning hours. !he children remained up at all hours of the 
night and their school attendance record showed that they 
were consistently absent in the morning sessions. !he chil-
dren bad • constdera.ble amo'W1t of sickness, suffered from 
pediculosis and were graduall.T being set apart from other 
children in school. !he older onea were reacting in an anti-
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social anner and were becoming defiant of the teachers 
and causing a great cleal of disturbance in class. Mrs. 
D was first approached b:r the a ttenda.nce officer and 
the school nurse in an effort to remed7 the situation 
lat re~sed to accept their help on the basis that her 
children were being piCked upon b;r school authorities. 
Sh.e refused to accept medical attention for the head 
condition of her children or to use the prescription 
fUrnished. 
!he children were consistentl:r dirty in bo~ and 
clothing and frequent exclusion from school vas neces-
sary. On the basis that Mrs. D vas unwilling to accept 
or use help, the problem. vas referred to the agency. 
!he D family was known to the protective agenc:r for 
two years on the pre-court level. !emporary acceptance 
of agenc:r help vas made especiall7 in terms of referral 
for financial assistance until the allotment cheCks of 
Mr. D were forthcoming. However, Mrs. D lost her relation-
ship with the assistance agenc:r when she continued to ac-
cept their aid after the allotment mtter was straighten-
ed out and she received assistance on the false pretense 
that she •s still awaiting the initial check. 
Mrs. D vas unaccepting of agency sentces in terms 
of her unwillingness to accept the reality of the fact 
that she neglected the ehildrea. She continued to pro-
ject the blame on others sa;ring that they did not like her 
and blamed her children for ever;rthing. She did make pe-
riodic temporary imprOTements bllt only under the pressure 
of numerous officials, all of whom were working toward the 
welfare and protection of the children. !rbe school and 
public health nvses spent a disproportion& te amount of 
their time in this one home in an endeavor to help. Local 
doctors gave usparingly of their time in treating the 
children's illnesses. !he probl• vas partially relieved 
for a few months when Mr. D obtained duty nearby and lived 
at home. When he was again transferred, conditions revert-
ed to their former level and the agency vas flooded w1 th 
complaints from the above sources. Mr. D had been extreme-
ly defensive of Mrs. D while at home. 
The children con Unued to n:ttc both physicall:r and 
in their school contacts. The preeipitati~ episode that 
indicated urgent need for court action vas when the older 
boy attempted to stab his mother because of her in-the-
home-conduct with service men. !he military police or-
dered the home out of bounds because of numerous reports 
coming ·to heaA~uarters. 
Because Mrs. D would not accept the help of the 
agency- by- facing the reality of her neglect of the 
children, the agency- initiated. a court neglect com-
plaint to protect them. At this point she immediate-
lY' beC8Jile extremely- hostile for the first time toward 
the worker, school officials and all others concerned. 
Ske blamed them for her predicament and claimed tba.t 
discrimination was used &£&inst her family-. On this 
basis she pleaded with the court hot to remove her 
children and claimed tbat things would be better if 
Mr D could come home. !he court respected her wishes 
and the case remained on continuance for ten months 
wi thoa.t finding during which time there were six ap-
pearances. On the sixth appearance the case was dis-
llissed vithoa.t a find.ing because Mr. D had received a 
transfer and was living at home. 
It was then necessary- for the agency- to withdraw 
contact as it was impossible to obtain a casework rela-
tionship with the family- because of the parental hostil-
ity- toward the worker for having brought the neglect 
complaint. 
Later Mr. D was again transferred and the same 
pattern of neglect continued. !he older boy- became 
involved in d.elinquency and was sent away-. !here were 
some reports concerning the older daughters roaming the 
streets at night and being approachecl by- men. !he home 
is still under the watching of the local police. The 
children remain unprotected. 
In this case the behavior of llrs. D was extremely- pathological 
and resulted in the agency receiving complaints, almost daily-, from 
various leading authorities in the COJDJil\Uli ty-. The children were suf-
fering from pqsical, mral, medical and psy-chological neglect as a re-
sult of the behavior of Mrs. D. Man7 responsible authorities in the 
community- attempted to help her, but her immoral behavior continued to 
the detriJilen t of her children. 
As Mr. D was away- in the service efforts resulted in his transfer 
home, as a possible motivattnc factor, but he was defensive of Mrs. D 
and insisted that local authorities were picking on her. !here was 
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slight change on his return but when he went away again, the same con-
ditions existed. Court action resulted in the judge identifYing with 
Mrs. D and although the neglect case was placed on nuErous continuances 
there were no findings either against the mother or in behalf of the 
Children, some of whom began to show delinquent tendencies. The court 
experience was not meaningful to Mrs. D, either from the point of view 
of casework or authority. Although Mr. D was again brought home 'b7 the 
effort of the court, he was later transferred and the conditions remain 
the same. 
CASE liO. X 
!he E famil:r consisted of the :parents and one minor 
daughter age six :rears. The p}Q:sical condition of the 
hom.e was good and Mr. 11 held a ttesponsible position in a 
local mill for over twent7-five :rears. :Both :parents were 
chronic drinkers who over~indulge4 to almost unconscious-
ness on occasional weekends. !he hom.e atmosphere was emo-
tionally charged because of Mra. 1 1a feeling that she should 
make rooa for her motber who was a patient in a mental hos-
pital. lfeithef Mr. I nor the older children, who lived 
elsewhere, felt that Mrs. I coald as8Wae this responsibil-
ity as sbe herself had nffered a severe nervou.s breakdown 
following the birth of this last child which ~d resulted 
in temporary hospi taliation. Yaaily quarrels resulted 
which occasionally reaChed a a tate of nolence •. 
In an earlier agency contact a violent parental quar-
rel during a drinking spree resulted in drunkenness comp-
laints against the parents and a neglect court complaint. 
!he six year old daughter was fearful and emotionally upset 
and the close relatives, including a marrle4 eister, :teared 
for the chil4 1a safet:r. In the -.r1ler neglect court comp-
laint the case was continued periodically for one :rear wit~ 
oat finding and the parents agreel reluctantl7 to voluntary 
placement of the Child vi th a near relative. 
On the drunkenness complaint the parents were placed 
on probation and the chief probation officer and worker 1m-
der the authority of the court worked vi th.:·the parents who 
remedied the situation which resulted in the Child being re-
el~~~~" turned to th:~=~~at the end of ~fc:: ·=~lyear 
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which she had to repeat because of m&D7 earlier absences. 
!he first neglect court complaint was dismissed without a 
finding either against the parents or in behalf of the 
child. !he parents temporarily remedied conditions in 
an earnest effort to get their daughter back and the 
realit7 of the court situation seemed to create the de-
sired effect. !he parents during the 7e&r of continu-
ances were accepting of casework services motivated b7 
the authori t7 of the court and the tamporar7 removal of 
their child. 
However, the parents refused to accept full re-
sponsibility for the neglect of their child and both pro-
jected blame for the original complaint on a married daugh-
ter, who in recent years preferred that her little sister 
live with the more responsible relatives. 
!he I family was known to the protective agency for 
three years prior to the second neglect complaint includ-
ing the time known originall7. 
This second complaint was brought to the attention 
of the agenc7 by the police who had gone to the home on a 
holida7 evening on a call by relatives who had attempted 
to visit but found the doors loCked. The7 entered a win-
dow and found both parents in a druDlten stupor and the 
home in a physical turmoil because of a violent parental 
quarrel. The little girl had run to the home of a neigh-
bor in fear. 
!he parents were tmmediatel,. arrested for drunken-
ness and an acute neglect court complaint was initiated 
by the agency. :Because the parents again agreed volunta-
rily to place the child in the sam:e home as previousl7, the 
neglect court complaint was continued without finding over 
a thirteen month period during which time there were three 
court appearances. In the three :rears that the JJ famil7 
was known to the agency a:nd the court on both the first 
and second neglect court complaints there had been thirteen 
court appearances without finding. !he child -.s protected 
to some extent during the placement ba.t the court experience 
was insufficient to motivate change by the parents. .After 
the second court complaint the parents were hostile to the 
worker and any attempt for a case work relationship was di-
luted. .An earlier finding of neglect against the parents 
might have served as a corrective experience and a second 
traumatic episode shared b7 the child might have been 
avoided. In terms of protective casework the child was not 
protected but voltmtary placement ordered through court au-
thorit7 did offer temporary protection for the child. 
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In the case of the I family, the child went through continuous 
violent and traumatic experiences over a three year period without the 
parents accepting their responsibility, and without a guilty finding. 
!he case remains on continuance without a finding following thirteen 
court appearances of the parents and the child. :Both J&o. and Mrs. I 
were given an opportunity to change and did so temporarily during the 
first complaint, with the child. beiDg returned to them after a tempo-
rary placement. !he court experience seemed at this point to have 
been a corrective one for thea but, soo~ after, a similar !8ttern of 
extreme alcoholisa continued, resulting in a second neglect court com-
plaint within a two year period. !baa, there was some authoritative 
:motivation to protect the child temporarily, but the temporary- removal 
did not seem to have a pm'p08eful meaning to either Mr. or Mrs. E e2!-
cept through occasional court motivation and close superTision by the 
probation officer and worker. There was never a finding on the neglect 
complaint as the 1 1s willingly agreed to voluntarily place their child 
through the authority of the court when the authorities insisted. ~he 
case is still on continuance with the child in temporary placement 
vi th a relatiTe. !here is no casework process with the parents, but 
there is mothation by the authority of' the court toward occasional 
change on their part. 
li 
Ill !he 7 famllT con::.:O:f:D.the p&renta and four alnor 
I 
children, ages three to twelve years. They lived in a home 
I rented by the paternal grandmother who was quite elderly ~l~~~··~~~:~!E ~J~::::z"!1!:;:~::ra:~~:::L~~~~~~~~~.~~~~~~~ 
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had been p~sical neglect and abu.se of the children to 
a lesser degree. Mr. F shifted jobs often and left home 
periodically on the pretense of looking for work else-
where. !his usually resulted in the mother applying for 
assistance thr~ public welfare. 
!he complaint was made to the agency by the police, 
public officials, a bu.siness man and the town p~sician 
because the mother was p~sically abusiTe to the fiTe ,.ear 
old daughter, in particular, aad called her obscene names. 
She was seen beating and kickbg the cbild by neighbors 
and by Tisi ting business men. .All of the children were 
using obscene language in the neighborhood which caused 
COIDII\Ulity concern. Mr. l!l vas absent from the home, pr~ 
samablT looking for work in another state. 
When Mrs. l was faced wi tk the complaiDt about the 
abuse of one child in particular d. 4enied. it, and in 
the presence of the wol'ker ehe n'&eo.aaciously pounded 
the head of the child against a vall while a liking her 
to tell the worker that she ,.. not abusiTe. Mrs. l 
was committed to a state hoBPital for observation and 
later committed as psychotic. ·· 
:Because the grandmother coald not aasume respons1-
bi11t,- of the children alone, tlle agenc7 accepted temp-
oraey guardianship of the children in probate court and 
the children were placed 121 fost-er homes with the local 
welfare department accepting temporary responsibility for 
their support. 
.A. complaint of neglect •s made against Jtr. l in 
district court and in behalf of the children, in order 
that Mr. F could not return and take them without facing 
his responsibility for deserting them. 
Jlr. F was later apprehended when he returned to 
the town and was made to face both a non-support and a 
neglect complaint. On. the non-support complaint he was 
sentenced to siz months in the house of correction and 
he receiTed a suspended sentence on the complaint of 
neglect, with probation. The case of neglect in behalf 
of the children was continued vi thoo.t finding for thir-
teen continuances oTer a three ~ period. The children 
however were receiTing adequate ~oster home care through 
their placement in foster homes b7 the protectiTe worker 
who serTed as their temporary guardian through probate 
court. 
While on probation, Mr. l again deserted the children 
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on a pretense o! finding work in another state. While 
there he was arrested on a statutory rape charge and 
received. a long term sentence which he was still serv-
ing at the conclusion of this study. 
!be children were protected through the temporary 
guardianship and placement initiated b,y the protective 
agency as thete were no responsible parents available 
to assume responsibilit7. 
!here was no control of the children accepted on 
the neglect court complaint because o! the guardtanship 
taken by the protective worker in probate court and there 
na never a finding o! neglect &«ainst the children. 
From the point o! view o! control o! the children 
this was not necessary, but did seem essential when one 
child showed adverse sexual t.endencies in the foster 
home and she was later t~s!erred to institutional care 
with the help of the court chaplain. 
!be court probation officer helped supervise the 
foster home care o! the children with the protective 
worker because o! Mr. 7 being on probation to him • 
.As a result the children were ac!.equatel;r protect-
ed thr~ court action, and supervision, in spite o! 
the numerous Deglect court continuances. 
In this situation, Mrs. :F was not culpable of neglect because 
o! a psychosis which resulted 1n her commitment to a mental hospital. 
Thus, she was not legall;r responsible !or her extreme ph;rsical abuse 
o! the one daughter in particular. 
!he agenc;r had known this fa.mil;r previousl;r at which time the;r 
were living in another District, and conditions were poor, pbysicall;r 
and paychologieall7, in their home enviromnent. However, at that time, 
there was insa!ficient evidence !or court action, and the parents were 
unwilling and unable to accept and use casework help which resulted in 
the closing of the case. 
At the time o! the recet complaint, Mr. F had a.eserted the famil7 
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and was not supporting them. Because of this, and the hospitalization 
of Mrs. J, 1 t vas necessary for the agency to make plans for the place-
aent of the children and did so by obtaining teaporary guardianship of 
them in probate court. 
A. neglect complaint was also issued in court b7 the agency against 
the father (pending his return to the jurisdiction), and in behalf of 
the children, in order that Mr. J might face his responsibility as a 
father. At the same time, the towh isned a complaint of non-npport 
against him. upon his return he was sentenced to a short term in jail 
on the complaint of non-support, but 11.pon his release he again deserted 
and is currently serving time in jail in another state. 
Thus, there vas no case work process in effect with the parents 
in this case either prior to or during the neglect court action. 
!fei ther parent was able to accept casewerk. 
Manipulation of the enviro!lDlent of the children vas effected 
through the court process. !he ageacy worker and court probation officer 
supervised the children, as substitute parents, with help in institution-
al placement for one of them, being rendered bJ' the court chaplain. 
CAD BO • XII 
!he :S: case consisted of the parents and three minor 
da:uchters ages three to eleTea. Environaental conditions 
were deplorable because of the aallness of the apa.rtmeht 
in an unhee.ltq apartment bloCk which lacked proper health 
facilities. This co~led with the excessiTe drinling on 
the part of both parents reaul ted in the children being 
on the streets at late hours, 41rt:r ancl unauperTisecl. 
Complaints were male to the agenc;r b;r the police, 
clergr, school nurse, the cit:r Pb7sician ancl neilhbors 
at periotic 1nternla. !he faail7 vas known to the agency 
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'!or sixteen months en the pre-court level. :Both parents 
verbalized their vill~eas to change and when sober 
showed indications of doing so. 
Mr. R was not working and depended upon his mother 
to auppl7 the necessar,r resources to provide '!or the 
'!aaily. Opportuai ties were fnn.ishe4 hia through re-
ferral to '!i!ul work but lie •• unwilling to accept a 
position on the pretense that he had a better 3ob in 
Tif!JW. 
Continuous complaints of shorter intenala caae to 
the agenc7 because the police were taking the children 
off of the street at night and the older girl vas occasion-
all)" accosted by aen in a near\y tavern. 
Althoup intelligent, both older daughters began 
to show a decline in their school work. 
The parents declined to accept referral to alco-
holic &nOJ17BOUS or family casework on a Toluntary 
level. 
When the :parents were both arrested on a cllarge 
of dr1mkenness on an waning, the three chilclren were 
observed by a police officer and the protectiTe worker 
attempting to lift the from a clr1mk:en stupor on the 
floor onto their bed. 
With the pa.ren.ta unable and unwilling to see their 
behavior in terms of what •• happening to the chilclren 
a court complaillt of neglect against them and in behailf 
of the children as neglected vas initiated by the agency. 
They had both been found guilty of drunkenness and 
placed on proba.Uon. :Both complaints were heard simul-
taneously throughout the casework process. 
!be neglect court case was oa continuance before 
the court for thirteen months without a finding being 
made, until the fourth appearance. At this time, all 
three chilclren were p81"JII&Zlently committed to the foster 
hoae program of the State :Depa.rbent as neglected. 
Daring the court continuances the parents became 
extraely defensive of the worker, and of court authori-
ties, who Tisited, resulting in an 1apoas1ble caswork 
situation. '!hey were able to see their chronic alco-
holism as wrong but could not relate their behaTior 
to their chili neglect. !hey denied tba t thq neglected 
the children. 
===-=-=·=·-~----· --
OODtimed drinking episoclea and traumatic experi-
ences suffered by the childran resulted in their place-
ment. On the last occasion both parents were again 
found in a drunken stupor in the children'• presence 
with Mrs. H obviously carrying on with &BOther man. 
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In the H ca.se,it is obrioua troa the beginning that both Mr. and Mrs. Jl 
II H. were unwilling and unable to accept or use casework help in terrae of 
their failure as parents to provide for their children. Their extreme 
alcholism, causiJag frequent absences tr011 the home, resulted in the 
children beiDg subjected. to •111' traumatic experiences. 'Because of the 
seriousness of the n&Clect, and the trauatic affect on the children, 
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parents to conform to reasoDable standards. '!'he children were placed 
following .any court continuances, but the parents were too far deterio-
rated from alcohol to know the d.ifference, and Mr. H. later died a 70lll1« 
an. 
CASI NO • XIII 
The L case consisted of Mrs. L and her two minor 
children ages two and six months. Mrs. L vas separated 
from her husband. 
The family had previously 'been known to the agency 
because of med.ill&l neglect, ani the children were pro-
tected through referral to the public heal,th nurses and 
medical social worker. 
Later Mrs. L and her children moved in with a 
former married school cbwl who w.s, also, separated 
from her huba.lld. Cond.i tiona were over-crowded. 
(see case No. XJI) 
Drinking parties were reported in the home b7 the 
neighbors and police. As a result of complaints, the 
police raided of an eveD.ing and fOUDd Mrs. L associating 
with a male COJitpa.nion while her children slept in the 
same room. !he children were filthy dirty, lm.ngry and 
crying. 
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An immediate complaint of lewdness was isau.ed 
against Mrs. L and an adjoining neglect court com-
plaint vas made by' the protectiTe worker because of 
the seriouaess of the problem. 
Mrs. L refused to accept casework help in terms 
of the chilcl neglect. She claimed that she did not 
know the male companion vas in bed w1 th her and that 
she vas not neglectful of her children. 
However, needed medical atten.tion was obtained 
for the children in a.n effort to show this mother that 
we were tolerant and wanted to help her meet the needs 
of her children. She was Ull&cceptillc and defensiTe 
throughout the court process and onl.T the threat of 
court authority enablecl her to yielc1 to mWJIItiD change. 
!he neglect court case remained before the court 
for fifteen months and was still on continuance with-
out finding at the concl11.don of this study'. There 
hac1 been fiTe court appearances. 
Mrs. L was moti'vated to leaTe the home of her 
married girl friend and obtained a home in a neighbor-
ing cm:amnmit;r. Welfare aid was obtained to help her 
supplement her inadequate income, which was low be-
cause of the separation from Mr. L. 
Close superTision by comot authorities offered 
some degree of protection of the children on an 
authori ta. ti Te level. · 
This case again shows that the court may be used as a motiTating 
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force in getting a client to moTe from an baoral enTiromnental situation 11 ,. 
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to another home. Although, Mrs. L was 'lmable to use casework help, and d 
was of such limited intelligence that ehe could not understand the mean-
ing of her behaTior in terms of the neglect of her chilclren, her pro-
bation on a complaint of being a lewd person, coupled with the complaint 
of neglect which is on continuance without a finding, places her under 
snfficient authority and supervision to afford a partial degree of pro-
tection for the chilclren inTolTed. Casework with the parent herself is 
ineffectiTe, but the use of authority is helpfUl. 
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CASINO. XIV 
!he :1 family vas composed of the parents and three 
minor children ages six moaths, seven and thirteen years. 
There were two older sons lhi.ng in the home ages six-
teen and seventeen who did not come within the juris-
diction of the neglect law. J. child cannot be consider-
ed neglected in Xa.ssac!maetts once he has reached his six-
teenth birthda7. 
· Although Mr. :1 w.s a ateacly worker and earned a auf• 
ficiaat income to meet the needs of his family, constant 
Tiollnt quarrels between the parents over finaactal 
matters resulted ill Mr. lJ being extremel;r abua!:Ye to 
Mrs. W and the children. · 
The home atmosphere was emotionally Charged and 
vile, obscene language reached the ears of the children. 
Mrs. W vas of suspected feeble-.tnded intelligence, but 
could probably have fUnctioned-in a ltaited capacity 
under a better parental relationship. 
!he complaint was made to the agency by the police, 
school uurse and welfare boari because o~ the constant 
parental quarrels. The two children of school age were 
nervous and troublesome in school· because of the home 
unrest. 
Periodic complaints were made by the above sources 
over a twant7 month period and regular home visits by 
the worker did serve to calm the family t'tlrmoil on a 
temporary basis. 
Mr. lf however, vas erlr•ely hostile and projected 
the entire blalle on Mrs. J', and both parents were un-
willing to assume even partial reSponsibility for the 
neglect. 
· I• the meantime Mr. N vas a.rreated for assault and 
battery on Mrs. N's complaint and received probation. 
This resulted in increasecl pa.renV.l tension. When Mr. N 
again aasauJ. ted Mrs. N and torced her and the three 
ainorchildren to leave the home and live with a neigh-
bor, the neglect court complaint against Mr. N and in 
behalf of the children was iniUated by the agenc7. J. 
third. ••plaint cf non-support vas mad.e against Mr. lf 
because he refused to support the famil7 outside of the 
home. 
Mr. lf vas sentenced. to jail on the non-support 
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coaplaint for three months. !he complaint of neglect 
against Mr. :1 aacl in behalf of the three minor children 
as neglected was before the court for nine aonths and. 
had been continued on four occasions without finding 
during that period. At the conclusion of this study 
the neglect court case vas still on continuance before 
the court. 
There was some improvement following Mr. N 1 s re-
turn froa jail, and the faail;:r at this point are gett-
ing along better. N'Ullerous court an:thorities are in-
vestigating regularl;:r, and the stead;r threat of further 
action is serTing a tentative purpose. 
!his is u extrael;:r negative home environment in which the violat 
quarrels between the :parents has had a severe physical and psychological 
effect upon the chilclren. Mr. lf vas extremely hostile ancl projecting 
of the blame on Mrs. B, while she in turn placed all of the bl.ame for 
the neglect on him. As a change tid not occur vi thin a reasonable time, 
neglect action vas initiated by the agee)" .. ·llr. I' vas sentenced to a 
short term in the House of Correction whea his home violence continaed, 
and since his return there bas been some improvement in his behavior, 
and. the care the children are receiving •. Casework is ineffective because 
of the deep rooted. hostility on the part of Mr. lf, but close superTision 
on the part of the probation officer ~d ~rker bas resulted in some 
degree of protection for the children. 
CASE NO. rt 
!he 0 famil7 is COIIfOsei of ~ parents and ten minor 
children aces two to Wrtee. J'lii'N• 'l'lle older boy had 
'bften conceived prior to the al'Tiage and vas admittingly 
• Mrs. 0 'born •! a 'pl'e-arital relationship. '!'his seemed 
to precipitate a ••d 'b7 Jlr. 0 to have children as often 
as possible. 
Parental quarrels developed. because of the older child 
which gradually developed into extreme intemperance on the 
part of both parents. Peysica.l, psycholegical and moral 
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neglect of the children resulted. 
As the thirtr-two year old aother continued to 
give birth to children her ability to meet their 
physical needs was lessened. .A.s the fam1l7 increased 
bo'th Mr. and Mrs. 0 drank e:&eeesively as an escape 
from an impossible situation. 
!his situation led to a diluting of the family 
income to the point of the extreme malnourishaent of 
the children. 
Complaints were received at the agency by the 
police, neighbors and school officials. !he children 
were coming to school ragged and dirt7 and set apart 
from other children to the extreme. 
As the faail7 increased, supplementary aid was 
obtained for them through the local welfare depart-
ment. Additional clothing and food was obtained 
thr~h the generosity of the board of directors of 
the agenc7, and others. 
Mr. and Mrs. 0 accepted this help with thanks but 
continued their excessive drbking. !he7 left the chil-
dren alone at night, and Mrs. 0 began to absent herself 
from the home on weekends vi thoa.t -.king plans for the 
care of the children. Mr. 0 would leave them alone and 
go searching for Mrs. 0. In not finding her, he would 
become intoxicated while searching for her at local 
li~or establiShments. 
lfhe 0 family had been pre'Viously reported to the 
protective agency on similar complaints and resulted 
previously in five children being temporarily committed 
to the State Department on a continuance basis. '!'his 
action resulted in temporary improvement in home con-
ditions, and the five children were returned to the 
parents in excellent physical condition. 
Jor one year there bad been no further complaints 
ae&inst the parents and the temporary removal of the 
children seemed to serve as a corrective experience. 
Later, however, condi tiona became progress! vely 
worse and the iDtemperance, Don-apport and pqsical 
neglect of the children beC8.1le DtOre pronounced.. 
Iuveeti~tion of the more recent complaint Showed 
the younger children to be extremely malnourished, and 
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11 the older children deTeloped. pre-delinquent tenden-
1 cies. The older children were taboo in the family 
1! shopping district, and reports indicated. that local 
1
1 
merChants allowed. the children to beg and. take food 
IJ in SYJiliBtb7 for the famil7 plight. !he children of 
II 
school age were beyond control ud the c0111111mi ty was 
1 losing patience. 
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With the increased absences of llr. and. Mrs. 0 
from the home, aad the children left alone at night, 
a second court neglect complaint was initiated. b7 the 
agenq. 
!he two year old. girl weighed. onl7 fifteen pounds 
aad the other children were Jaalnourished. to a lesser 
_proportion. 
Efforts were made b7 the echool and visiting 
nurses to bring the children \tP to s-.nclard, but 
cooperation on the part of the parents was lacking 
as each blamed the other • 
!lie •elect court complaint was before the court 
for one JIOJltll at the conclusion of study cluring which 
tiae thete had been three ad.'V&nced appearances, all 
necessitated 'b7 the children being left alone at night. 
A complaint of non-support had also issued. against Mr. 
0 for which he was placed oa probation. 
ls~onsibilit7 in court was focused on numerous 
authorities who visited the h()!De on a weekl7 basis. 
On the third court contin'DA!l.ce the father vas 
f01m.d gu1lt7 of neglect and receiv~d.-'- suspended 
sentence to the !louse of Correction~· ·!he ,-oungest 
child vas temporaril7 coDDi tted to the State Depart-
ment as neglected. 
!his decision was to act as a corrective experi-
ence to the parents. !he neglect complaint against the 
ra.aining nine children was further continued without 
finding which is the present aitu.tion. 
Kr. and. Mrs. 0 have been unable to accept case work help on the 
court or pre-court leYel, 'because of their li.aited intelligence, aad be-
cause of their exeessive drinking oi1 weekends in partieular. 
!he author! t7 of the court has re8111 ted in sOJile improvement as 
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the parents are superrised, at least week:l.7, by the :Probation officer, 
court chaplaia or worker in the protective agency. 
Collllli tment of one of the children to the State Department for temp-
orary foster care bas benefited the nine children remaining at home, be-
c:ause the parents are conforming somewhat uder the weight of authority. 
Although casework with the parents is inef:fectiTe, the court con-
trol bas resulted in partial protection for the children. !his is in 
spite of the parents• neptiTe attitude, and occasional pe.thological be-
havior. 
CA.n 110. m. 
!he P family consisted ef Jlrs. P and her four minor 
chilc!ren ages five years to one month. !he marriage had 
beea a forced one and at the time of the agency's entry 
into the case, Kr. P vas in the service. '!here ad been 
a voluntary separation prior to hie re-enlistment. 
!he P family had been known to the ~ency for three 
years prior to the neglect court camplaint because of re-
ports that Mrs. P vas entertaining men b. her home in an-
oth•r branch of the district. Because Mrs. P denied the 
original allegations and there bad been insufficient visi-
ble evidence for neglect court action, the case bad been 
closed because Mrs. P was lmvilling to accept casework 
help and denied in total the earlier complaints. 
!he recent complaint was receiTed from the police 
who found Mrs. P entertaining in her apartment in another 
city. A raid by the police department resulted in Mrs. P 
being arrested for lewdness. (see Case No. XIII) 
On this complaint she was found guilty and given a 
suspended sentence to the Vomenfs lleforaate~ry and probation. 
Because of the extreme physical and moral neglect of the 
children, a neglect court complaint vas silml taneously is-
sued 'b7 the protective worker. 
Mrs. P continued to refuse casework help or to see her 
behavior in terms of her parental neglect. 
The neglect ease was before the juvenile session of 
l: 
T ------ -court for ten months, at the conclusion of study, during 
which tille there bad been five appearances without find-
ing. I I 
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Mrs. P did, however, place two of her children vol-
1mt&rily through court motivation. 'fhe remaining two chil-
dren are living with her in a two-room apartment. 
In this ease, the attitude of Mrs. P was one of denial and indif-
ference prior to and after the initiating of court action b.1 the agency. 
She is voluntarily separated from llr. P and takes the defiant attitude 
. 
that it is nobod)"1s business if she wants to bring boy friends into the 
home. She is of tested superior intelligence. 
Mrs. P had been known to the agency for a long period of time, 
and was not accepting of casework help. Continued immoral behavior on 
her part led to the complaint of neglect which was issued simultaneous-
ly with a complaint by the police for lewdness. In court Mrs. P was 
found gu.ilty on the morals charge and given a BUspended jail sentence 
and probation. !he complaint of neglect has 'been oontinued regularly 
without a fin4ing. !lms, Jf:rs. :P has beea l1l'l&ble to see th.e reality of 
her behavior as it effects her children. A casework relationship with 
Mrs. P is not established in the court process because of her extreme 
defensiveness and denial of the reality of the neglect. 
However, Mrs. P has been motinted to place two of her children 
voluntarily through the authority of the court. 'fhu.s, there is a tempo-
rary degree of protection for the children based on the court control of 
Mrs. P through probation on the morals charge. 
In reading this group of cases we l"ealize again that all of these 
parents were unwilling or '\m&.ble to accept or use casework help on a per- ' 
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sonal basis of aderstanclirlg and change, either prior to or during the 
time they were 'befere the court on a complaint of neglect. 
In all eleven cases, the parents were so Jll\'IDh involved in the to-
tality of their family troubles that their attitudes toward the court of-
ficials, the protective caseworker and other authorities were ia terms 
of hostility, defensiveness, projection, ienial or passivity, rather than i. 
in terms of acceptance and understanding of their problems. 
All eleven neglect situations were chronic as they had been known 
to the protecti-ve agency for a long peried of time prior to neglect court 
action. !he parents bad not accepted casework help prior to the court 
complaint with the exception of sltght aotivation based on the use of 
author! ty by the agency worker. 
!lle cou.rt neglect complaint was initiated by the agency in order 
that these parents mtght see the reality of their neglect at a higher 
level of authorit)", and how their children were suffering as a result 
thereof. Perhaps this was expecting too much, becaus.e in all eleven 
cases the parents carried over the same negative attitudes throughout 
th.e court process. No casework relationship per se resulted in any of 
these cases. 
!herefore, the writer concludes that in all eleven of these Chron-
ic neglect court cases, there was no casework process effected in terms 
of appl)"ing voluntary casework principles in the relationship vi th the 
parents. 
In spite of this, there were only two cases in which there were 
findings of neglect i~ court. 
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Such findings aight have faced the parents with the seriousness 
of their failure to properl7 care fGr their children, and serve the 
purpose of releasing their guilt in order to pave tbe ¥aT for a possible 
casework relationship thr~ a letting down of their defenses. 
Also, if other crtainal complaints against the parents had bean 
tied in w1 th a gail t7 finding against them on the neglect courplaint, the 
total court experience might have resulted in a casework tool from that 
point forward. 
Actually these particular parents were unwilling or unable to ac-
cept or use casework help, at any level, but the children in ten of the 
eleven cases were partially protected through court authority. 
The court did g1 ve protection to the children in these cases 
through the use of authority by aoti-.aUng all but two of the parents to 
conform to better standards and provide better care for their children 
for a while. 'flds was accomplished by close supervision, and through re- ;' 
qnested changes. 
!hese cases show that casework vas ineffective with these pa.rticu-
lar parents, but tbat enTiromaental anipulation through the authority 
of the co'U"l did serve a useful purpose when the court exerted 1 ts in-
fluence. 
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S'UMMARY • COBCWS IONS AlQ) IJCOMMilml'l?IONS 
!his thesis is the stu~ of sixteen n~lect court cases initiated 
b:y the M.S.P.c.c. in the Y :Branch for the three years covering Jan:uary 
1, 19ll9 to December :n, 1951. !hese were the cases which consisted of 
the parents and their eldldren that were placed on continuance 'b7 the 
court following the in! Ual court hearing. 
!his grou;p of neglect court cases was selected because the fami-
lies had been before the court for an 'Wlreasonable length of time vi th-
out disposition or with disposition prolonged while the parents and 
children returned. to the court on mmerous continuances. 
Since it is a modern protective casework technique tbat the ne-
glect court experience can be used as a constructive casework tool to 
further the casework process on a higher level of authority, the writer 
wondered, were the parents able to use this court experience in a con-
st~ctive, purposefUl and meaningful wa:r, in order to better meet the 
1
1! needs of their children! 
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!he purpose of this study was to determine what effect the court 
experience had on these parents and their children, if &117. and whether 
or not the parents as a result thereof were better able to meet the needs 
of their children themselves. If not, were these children protected! 
, Jactors Involved in the Court and Yamil:r Situations. 
At this point the writer feels it would be well to present statia-
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tica.lly and to analyse some of the specific factors involved in these 
sixteen family situations at the tiDe prior and during which these par-
ents and children vere before the court on a complaint of neglect. First 
let us examine the type of marital structure in these families. 
(see !able Nos. I and II on next page.) 
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TABLE NO. I 
MARITAL STRUCTURE OF THE HOME 
Kind of Home 
Parents together (making satisfactory adjustment) 
Parents together (making unsatisfactory adjustment) 
Broken Homes 
Legally separated or divorced 
Father died 
Father deserted 
Mother deserted 
Total 
Number 
0 
5 
8 
1 
1 
1 
ro-
In a glance at Table I, we see that in none of the 
sixteen neglect situations were the parents living together 
in a satisfactory marital adjustment. This immediately 
places the children at a disadvantage in that a happt home 
life is conducive to their future security. Proper parental 
identifications were lacking to achieve this desired 
objective because of the marital structure in all sixteen 
homes. 
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TABLE NO. II 
DOMINANT FACTORS INVOLVED IN THE NEGLECT COURT CASES 
Factor Number of Families 
Physical neglect 
Inadequate supervision 
Psychological neglect 
Divorce or separation 
Moral neglect 
Chronic drinker 
Illegitimacy 
Forced marriage 
16 
16 
14 
11 
11 
5 
5 
3 
It is interesting to consider the elements of neglect 
involved in these family situations. In Table II we can 
see that there was not one isolated factor in these cases 
that affected the children, but many. 
In all sixteen cases the children were suffering from 
physical neglect and inadequate home supervision. In 
fourteen of the cases one or more of the children were 
psychologically neglected, having reacted to their paremts 
through some sort of pathological or abnormal behavior. 
This coupled with the unstable marital situation, above 
mentioned; and with the children subjected to visible im-
moral behavior on the part of a parent in eleven cases, 
chronic alcholism in five cases and other lesser factors, 
leads the children to further insecurity and a lack of 
positive identifications conducive to their future growth. 
It also points out that these parents are so involved 
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in the totality of their negative relationships that they 
could be too confused to accept casework help in an 
understanding, purposeful and meaningful way, except through 
motivation by the authority of the court in demanding 
environmental changes or they must face the consequences 
which could mean the removal of their children. 
( See Table No. III next page, The Neglect Court Picture) 
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case No.o.f 
No. chn. 
1 s 
2 1 
3 2 
4 3 
5 2 
6 3 
7 6 
a 2 
9 6 
10 1 
11 4 
12 3 
13 2 
14 3 
15 10 
16 3 
Totals 
TABLE NO. III 
SIXTEEN CASES - THE NEGLECT COURT PICTURE 
(January 1, 1949 to December 31, 1951) 
-------~ 
Time known 1'1lime bef • c t • Other ct. No.of Disposition Chn pro-
to agency on negl.comp. comps.ag. ct. of tected. 
prior ct.comp. pts. contin- Negl. Comp. 
uances. 
Not. 
-~-
0 months.(Acute) 12 months N.s. 4 Dismissed N.F. 5 0 1t (Acute) 15 
" Lewd. 3 Dismissed N.F. 1 0 n (Acute) 15 n Lewd. 3 Continued N.F. 2 0 1t (Acute) 12 n Dk. 7 Dismissed N.F. 3 
• " (Acute) 6 
n Incest. 3 Continued N.F. a 11 n 12 " 4 Dismissed N.F. 3. 36 " 17 n Dk. 9 Continued N.F. 6 36 1t 8 " N.s. 5 Filed. N.F. 2 24 n 10 
" 6 Dismissed N.F. 0 6 36 
" 36 " Dk. 13 Continued N.F. 1 2 
" 24 " N.s. 7 Continued N.F. 4 16 
" 13 " Dk. 4 Finding 4th cont. 3 24 
" 10 " Lewd. 5 Continued N.F. 2 20 
" 9 
It A&B&N.S. 4 Continued N.F. 3 3 
" 1 " Dk.&N.s. 3 Cont.Find. 1 ch. 10 36 
" 10 " Lewd. 5 Continued N.F. 3 
-
16 56 chn. 244 
" 
210 
" 85 50 6 
Abbreviations 
et. - court comp. - complaint N.s. - Non-Support 
chn.- children Dk. 
- drunk A&B. - Assault & Lewd.-lewdness pts. 
- parents Battery 
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In !able III we see some interesting elements centered around the 
neglect court situation. 
In all sin•en families a complaint of neglect as initiated in 
court against one or more parents and 1D. behalf of all fifty-six chil-
dren as neglected. !hese cases were before the court for an average of 
thirteen months during which time there vas an aTerage of five continu-
ances. In only two cases were the children found to be neglected and 
placed by the court in another enTironment (Nos. XII and XIV) and in 
Case XIV only one of ten children •s remOTecl because of acute malnutri-
tion while the faaily remains on continuance before the court. !his ac- ' 
tion by the court resulted in the parents improving their home environ-
ment somewhat. 
In fourteen of the sixteen cases, sixteen criminal complaints were 
initiated by the police ~inst a parent sbm.ltaneously with the neglect 
court complaint by the agency. 
In five eases the court found a parent guilty of drunkenness, of 
non-support in fiTe cases, of being a lewd person in four cases, of as-
sault and battery in one and probable cause on a complaint of incest in 
one. In all cases the parents were placed on probation as a result of 
the guilty- finding which was a controlling factor in getting these par-
ents to better meet the needs of their children. 
It is interesting to note that in Case IX which was the only case 
in which the children were offered no protection through court control 
or authority, there •s no additional. criminal complaint against the 
mother althoagh it vas certain that she bad been eohabitating with numer-
60 
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ous men in the home while the father vas away • 
!he presentation of these neglect court eases initiated by the agen-. 
ey has been arranged in groups, because of the difference leading up to 
the neglect court complaints which had a realistic effect on the casework 
process and on the protection of the children involved. 
Group I presents eases which represents a reality pressure type of 
acute neglect situation in which the agency had to bring the neglect court 
action immediately, and without offering the parents an opportunity to 
change through a casework process prior to bringing the court complaint 
of neglect. This was necessary because of comm1mi ty pressure over the 
tr.aumatic situation involved as detected by an eaergenqy investigation 
by the police, the worker, or both; and which concerned additional seri-
cua criminal 'behavior on the part of the parent which was seTerely detri-
mental to the children at the moment. In all eases, immediate emergency 
plans, of a temporary nature, had to be made for some or all of the chil-
dren with the protective process beginning at the authoritative level of 
• 
the co"Drt. 
It was concluded from this group of cases that a casework relation-
ship vas not effected by the court experience. !he opportunity for using 
the court as a tool in the casework process with the parents was diluted 
because there were no findings against the parents for neglecting their 
children, and they were unable to see their pathological· 'behavior with 
understanding as to the effect that it was having on these children. In-
stead findings were made against these parents in other simultaneous 
complaints such as lewd.neSI,. drunkenness, incest, non-support, etc. If 
guilt7 findings were made on both complaints and tied in with the effect 
on the children the guilt feelings of these parents ceuld possibl7 have 
been released and might have opened the door to a casework process of 
helping these parents to help themselves. !he children in these cases 
were given partial protection by the author1t7 of the court through mo-
tiTation of the parents by environmental manipulation to make temporar7 
plans for the children when necessary. !here vas no easevork in terms 
of personalitY" change in the parents, but there was supervision and mo-
tivation on the court level which serTed to protect the children. 
Group II presents cases labeled as chronic neglect situations, 
which bad been known to the protective agenq for varying lengths of 
time prior to the bringill€ of the neglect court actio:p.. !his action. 'Was 
taken because the parents were unwilling and 'Wl&.ble to accept and use the ' 
services of the agenc7 and the childften remained seriously- neglected. 
!he parents were defensive, hostile or passive and unwilling to change. 
At the court level, these attitudes continued throughout the court pro-
cess. In onl7 two of the eases were the parents found guilt7 of neglect 
and in onl7 two were children (.3) removed from their parents and placed 
in foster hOile care b7 the court. As in Group I, the parents did not 
see the realit7 of their failure as it 'Was affecting their children and 
the experience vas not meaningful to them in terms of their own under-
standing. The children were given some degree of protection b7 the au-
thority- and motivation of the court and the parents conformed to this a~ 
thori ty-. However, in all cases there were no basic changes in the par-
ants themselves in terms of their understanding themselves and becoming 
better parents. 
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!hus we conclude that in all si2ieen cases, the court experience 
did not further the casework process by helping the parents to help them-
selves and see their behavior as it affected the children in a construe-
tiTe, meaningful and purpose:f'ul way. In no case was a casework relation-
ship established vi th these parents either. before or cluring the court pro-:: 
cess. !here •s some degree of motivation on parents' part effected by 
the authority of the court which resulted in temporary and partial pro-
tection for forty-six of the children in fourteen cases, and which also 
aotiT&ted parents to make temporary adJustments in improviXJg the stand-
ards f'or their children. Permanent protection was given four children in 
Cases ni and XIT. In only one case (IX) vas there no apparent change in 
the environmental situation of' the six children resulting in a lack of 
protection STen after the court dismissed the complaint of neglect. !he 
writer realises that the above conclusions are tentative and limited be-
cause ef the aall amount of •terial presented herein, and because of 
the relative newness and limited kno~ledge about the protective casework 
process at this time. 
!he writer recommends that in the court process it would be benefi-
cial to the client and children if' definite time limits were set for the 
parents to conform, together vi th reasonable goals to achieve, in order to ' 
help them up the .difficul:t road toward. •1mri ty in parent-hood. In fail-
ing to attain these goals within a reasonable time, a finding against the I' 
parents and in behalf of the children as neglected would help the parents 1 
to face reality and be a starting point toward a possible casework rela-
tionship. It is further recommended that, if this fails, the children 
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have a constitutional right to ie placed in a normal and healt~ environ-
ment w1 th an opportuni v to ak:e some positive identifications. 
Al. though the results of this stuq are discouraging it is indica.-
ted that further stuq could result in a more positiTe set of casework 
principles geared to the constructiTe ~se of the authority of the court 
in neglect court cases. Voluntary casework principles were not effective 
with these particular parents at the court level, but the authority of 
the court and the protective agency did serve to provide their children 
with temporary protection even though they remained with their parents. 
!.herefore, a combination of the 'Voluntary casework principles with the 
legal principles involTed in n~lect court action could result in a more 
reasonable approach to working with these parents on an authoritatiTe 
casework basis; sometimes referred to as aggressiTe casework. It is indi-
eated that through a mutual cooperation ef all ~ose involTed in child 
protectin work and a pooling of their legal and social work knowledge, 
some 'basis principles applied to working with these troubled parents and 
their children might result in better achievement of the desired results; 
namely, the protection and security of ~e children. 
Appn~a_.= _ ~/ /) . r_~1r.{o~ 
Richard K. Conant 
Dean 
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Factors Involved. 
Time Element. 
Length of Time Family Known to Agency. 
Attitude of Parents. 
Use Parents Made of Agency Services. 
Opportunities for Change. 
Effect of Neglect on the Children. 
Agency's Need to Act Authoritatively. 
The Neglect Court Process. 
Attitude of the Parents Following Court Action. 
Other criminal complaints, if any. 
Attitude of the Court Toward the Parents. 
Parents Use of the Neglect Court Process. 
Length of Time Family Was Before the Court. 
Situation at the Conclusion of Study in Terms 
of the Pr'otection of Children. 
66 
